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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature Of The Case 
Albert Ray Moore appears from the Order Correcting Illegal Sentence and 
the Third Amended Judgment entered pursuant thereto claiming the district court 
violated his due process rights by amending his judgment to accurately reflect 
the credit for time served to which Moore is entitled. 
Statement Of Facts And Course Of Proceedings 
On September 3, 2006, Moore was arrested for driving under the 
influence (UOUI") and was ultimately charged with a felony offense based on two 
prior OUI convictions within the preceding ten years, one of which occurred in 
North Dakota (Ada County Case No. H0800373/CR-FE-2008-0000373 ("Case 
No. 2008-373,,)1). State v. Moore, 148 Idaho 887, 890, 231 P.3d 532, 535 (Ct. 
App. 2010) ("Moore I"). Less than eight months later, "on April 28, 2007, Moore 
was again arrested for driving while intoxicated." lit at 891, 231 P.3d at 536. 
That charge was also enhanced to a felony based on the same convictions used 
to enhance Moore's September 2006 OUI. lit 
Moore pled guilty to the September 2006 offense (Case No. 2008-373), 
reserving the right to appeal his unsuccessful challenges to that charge, but 
proceeded to trial on the April 2007 offense, on which he was convicted by a 
jury. Moore I at 891, 231 P.3d at 536. For the September 2006 OUI (Case No. 
1 For the Court's convenience, the register of actions in Ada County Case No. 
H0800373/CR-FE-2008-0000373, which is the case that is the subject of this 
appeal (R., pp.4-11) is attached hereto as Appendix A. 
1 
2008-373), the court imposed a unified six-year sentence with one year fixed and 
gave Moore credit for "848 days of incarceration served prior to the entry of 
judgment." & On the April 2007 DUI, the court imposed the same sentence as 
the September 2006 offense and the sentences were ordered to run concurrent. 
& The cases were consolidated for purposes of appeal. & at 890, 231 P.3d at 
535. 
On appeal, the Court of Appeals vacated the conviction on the April 2007 
offense (Docket No. 35486) upon concluding "the district court erred in admitting 
the state's Exhibit 4[, which consisted of documents relating to Moore's North 
Dakota conviction,] because the copy of the judgment of conviction was not 
certified." Moore I, 148 Idaho at 892, 904,231 P.3d at 537, 549. The Court also 
remanded the case involving Moore's September 2006 offense (Case No. 2008-
373; Docket No. 36033) because Moore's plea agreement in that case indicated 
the possibility that if Moore obtained appellate relief in either case, both cases 
would be remanded; however, the Court "express[ed] no opinion as to whether 
or how [its] decision [would] affect the proceedings below." & at 548-549, n.15-
16,231 P.3d at 548-549 n.15-16 (emphasis original). In addition, although not at 
issue in Moore's first appeal, but relevant to subsequent amendments to his 
judgment and to this case, the Court also noted "a review of the record indicates 
that between his arrest on September 3, 2006, and sentencing on December 31, 
2008, Moore was incarcerated for a total of 470 days as a result of the two DUI 
charges," as compared to the 848 days credit set forth in the judgment. Id. at 
891 n.5, 231 P.3d at 536 n.5. 
2 
On remand in Case No. 2008-373, "the district court determined that the 
reservations in Moore's conditional guilty plea were not as broad as Moore 
contended in that he did not reserve a right to relief from his guilty plea if the 
Court of Appeals found evidentiary trial error in the other case." State v. Moore, 
152 Idaho 203, 204, 268 P.3d 471, 472 (Ct. App. 2011) ("Moore II"). "Perhaps 
so that Moore would have a written document from which to appeal, the district 
court stated its intent to enter an amended judgment which would 'impose the 
sentence as earlier set out in the Court's judgment.'" 1st "Later in that same 
hearing, the district court said that it would 'impose the sentence as earlier set 
out in the Court's judgment,'" but erroneously recited the sentence as five years, 
with one year fixed, and repeated that error in the amended judgment. & The 
state filed a Motion to Correct Judgment of Conviction and to Clarify Credit for 
Time Served after which the court entered a Second Amended Judgment. (R, 
p.8 (9/10/2010 entry), p.9 (10/14/2010 entry), pp.320-321.) The Second 
Amended Judgment correctly states the sentence as six years, with one year 
fixed, and also reflects a modification of the credit for time served from 848 days 
to 477 days. (Compare R, pp.38-39 (original judgment) with pp.317-318 
(amended judgment) with pp.320-321 (second amended judgment).) 
Moore appealed from the Second Amended Judgment. At issue in that 
appeal was whether the district court had authority to enter the second amended 
judgment. Moore II, 152 Idaho at 203, 268 P.3d at 471. Moore claimed the 
district court lacked jurisdiction "to enter the second amended judgment of 
conviction because I.C.R 36 allows the correction of only clerical errors, and not 
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a judicial error as Moore contend[ed] occurred." & at 204, 268 P.3d at 472. 
The Court of Appeals rejected Moore's assertion. & at 205-206, 268 P.3d at 
473-474. 
Moore did not challenge the modification to his credit for time served as 
an issue in his appeal from the Second Amended Judgment. See generally id. 
He did, however, file a Rule 35 motion two months after the Remittitur issued 
from that appeal. (R., p.9 (4/23/2012 entry).) 
In this motion, it appears Moore alleged: (1) the district court's 
second amended judgment and its correction of his prior erroneous 
oral pronouncement constituted a violation of the Ex Post Facto 
Clause and was precluded by the doctrine of collateral estoppels; 
(2) his conviction was the result of vindictive prosecution and a 
biased trial judge; and (3) that his speedy trial rights were violated. 
State v. Moore, Docket No. 39914, 2012 Unpublished Opinion No. 764, p.3 
(Idaho App. Dec. 19, 2012) ("Moore III"). "The district court denied the motion 
without comment" and Moore again appealed, asserting '''illegal sentence, 
preclusion, ex post facto, ... use of improperly authenticated judgment by 
appellate court ruling used by district court,'" "vindictive prosecution," and judicial 
bias. & The Court of Appeals denied relief on all claims based on "the doctrine 
of 'law of the case' or the doctrine of res judicata." & 
While his third appeal was pending, Moore filed a pro se Motion for Credit 
for Time Served seeking "credit for all local, county and state time served in 
conjunction with th[e] charge [in Ada County Case No. H0800373], and the 
resulting sentence imposed by the Court." (R., P .19.) Moore filed an affidavit in 
support of his motion, contending he was entitled to credit for time served in a 
North Dakota case and another Idaho case that was "used to enhance 
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H0800373" and to time served on probation. (R., pp.21-22.) The court initially 
entered an order indicating it lacked jurisdiction to rule on the motion, citing 
I.A.R. 13 and State v. Jensen, 149 Idaho 758, 761, 241 P.3d 1, 4 (Ct. App. 
2010). (R., p.24.) 
Approximately one week later, Moore filed a I.C.R. 35 motion contending 
that because his request was not "contained in Appellate Ct. action 39914," the 
court did have jurisdiction to consider his motion for credit for time served. (R., 
pp.26-30.) The court agreed given that his request was not at issue in Moore's 
pending appeal and entered an order scheduling the matter for a hearing. (R., 
p.31.) In that same order, the court indicated its belief that Moore had received 
"too much credit for time served." (R., p.31 (emphasis original).) The court also 
set a briefing scheduling asking both parties "to submit to the Court, in writing, 
how much credit Mr. Moore is entitled to in [his] case." (R., p.32.) Moore 
submitted a written response to the court's request. (R., pp.34-116.) Moore also 
filed another motion requesting credit for time served that appears to be based 
on "new evidence." (R., pp.116-117.) 
After the hearing, the court entered an Order Correcting Illegal Sentence, 
granting Moore's motion and indicating the "May 12, 1992 Judgment of 
Conviction will be amended to reflect the actual number of days to which 
Defendant is entitled" and noting that an "Amended Judgment of Conviction will 
issue separately." (R., pp.122-123.) In accordance with the court's order, a 
Third Amended Judgment of Conviction was filed on January 16, 2013, which 
states "defendant shall receive four hundred seven (407) days credit for time 
5 
served as of October 7,2010." (R., pp.125-127.) Moore filed a timely notice of 
2 appeal. (R., pp.146-150.) 
2 Moore also continued to file additional motions and other pleadings including 
an "Informative Motion" (R., pp.129-135), a "Motion Evidence for Hearing to be 
Added to Concurrent Sentencing" (R., pp.151-154), "Credit for Time Served on 
Concurrent Sentencing" (R., pp.155-162), "Recognition of Sister State 
Judgement [sic] Restatement (Second) of Conflict of Laws Time Served" (R., 
pp.168-203), "Motion for Hearing Full Faith & Credit Contract Clause Ex Post 
Facto Clause" (R., pp.204-208), "Credit for Time Served on Concurrent 
Sentencing" (R., pp.212-242), "Evidence to be Entered" (R., pp.243-246), 
"Motion for Hearing to Rule on Issues 358" (R., pp.293-308), and "Motion for 
Hearing (R., pp.309-321) in which he continued to raise various allegations in 
relation to his criminal proceedings and his request for time served. The court 
responded to and denied a number these motions (R., pp.327-334) and it 
appears Moore does not challenge any of those rulings on appeal (see generally 
Opening Brief of Appellant.) 
6 
ISSUE 
Moore states the issue on appeal as: 
Did the District Court violate Mr. Moore's state and federal 
constitutional rights to due process by taking on the role of 
prosecutor in decreasing Mr. Moore's credit for time served by 70 
days? U.S. Const. Amends. 5 and 14; Idaho Const. Art. I, § 13. 
(Opening Brief of Appellant, p.8.) 
The state rephrases the issue on appeal as: 
Has Moore failed to show the district court violated his due process rights by 
taking steps to accurately rule on Moore's motion for credit for time served? 
7 
ARGUMENT 
Moore Has Failed To Show It Violates Due Process To Accurately Adjudicate A 
Motion 
A. I ntrod uction 
Moore complains the district court "took on the role of prosecutor when it 
determined on its own initiative that it had previously given Mr. Moore too much 
credit for time served" instead of following "normal procedure." (Appellant's 
Brief, pp.8-9.) According to Moore, the court's action denied him his "due 
process rights." (Appellant's Brief, p.9.) Moore's claim is not preserved and is 
otherwise unsupported by the law. His claim therefore fails. 
B. Standard Of Review 
"When a violation of a constitutional right is asserted, [the appellate court 
will] accept the trial court's factual findings unless they are clearly erroneous, but 
freely review whether constitutional requirements have been satisfied in light of 
the facts found." State v. Schwab, 153 Idaho 325, 329, 281 P.3d 1103, 1107 
(Ct. App. 2012) (citations omitted). 
C. Moore Has Failed To Show The District Court Violated His Due Process 
Rights By Accurately Adjudicating His Motion For Credit For Time Served 
In response to Moore's request that he be given credit in this case for time 
served in other cases, the district court advised Moore of its belief he had 
received too much credit, requested written submissions from both Moore and 
the state regarding their respective positions on how much credit Moore was 
entitled to, and scheduled a hearing on Moore's motion. (R., pp.31-32; see 
8 
generally Tr.) Although Moore submitted a written response to the court's 
request, the state did not, because the prosecutor indicated he did not recall 
seeing a copy of the court's order requesting a response. (R., pp.34-116; Tr., 
p.9, Ls.4-20.) However, at the hearing, the prosecutor noted the state's prior 
motion to correct the credit for time served and that, after reviewing that 
pleading, he realized he was "in error in that summary ... by 70 days." (Tr., p.9, 
L.8 - p.10, L.12.) Moore objected, asserting the prosecutor was "procedurally 
barred from saying anything" because he failed to follow "normal procedure" 
since he did not respond in writing to Moore's motion. (Tr., p.10, L.20 - p.11, 
L.7.) In response, the court explained to Moore that there was "nothing illegal 
about any procedure that has gone forth" and told him it would hear from him 
and the prosecutor regarding how much credit both believed Moore is entitled to. 
(Tr., p.11, Ls.15-19.) Both parties then stated their respective positions 
regarding the appropriate credit for time served. 3 (Tr., p.14, L.19 - p.19, L.1.) 
The court took the matter under advisement and issued a written decision 
concluding Moore was only entitled to 407 day credit for time served and filed a 
Third Amended Judgment of Conviction reflecting the same. (R., pp.122-127.) 
Moore does not challenge the district court's calculation of credit for time 
served. Instead, he claims a due process violation based on an assertion that 
the court "took on the role of prosecutor when it determined on its own initiative 
3 Moore's position was that he was entitled to 848 days credit based on his "plea 
agreement" with the sentencing judge, which was a different judge than the 
judge who presided over his request for credit for time served that is the subject 
of this appeal. (Tr., p.12, Ls.9-15, p.15, L.5 - p.16, L.22.) 
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that it had previously given [him] too much credit for time served." (Appellant's 
Brief, p.8.) Moore then contends that "[b]ecause [he] objected," the state must 
prove the error is harmless beyond a reasonable doubt. (Appellant's Brief, p.9.) 
Contrary to Moore's assertion, his objection in the district court was not based on 
a claim that the district court "took on the role of prosecutor." His objection was 
that the prosecutor was "procedurally barred" from participating in the hearing 
because he failed to file a written response. Thus, the claim he is making on 
appeal is not preserved and should not be considered except as fundamental 
error, which requires him to show the alleged error: (1) violates one or more of 
his unwaived constitutional rights; (2) is clear or obvious without the need for 
reference to any additional information not contained in the appellate record; and 
(3) affected the outcome of the trial proceedings. State v. Perry, 150 Idaho 209, 
226,245 P.3d 961,978 (2010). 
Moore, of course, has made no effort to satisfy his burden of showing 
error under the Perry fundamental error test due to his erroneous belief that he 
objected to the error he alleges. Nevertheless, any attempt to do so would fail 
because Moore cannot satisfy the first step - showing a violation of his 
constitutional rights. 
The constitutional violation Moore asserts is based on the due process 
requirement of an impartial judge. (Appellant's Brief, p.8.) Moore essentially 
makes two arguments to support his due process claim. The first is that the 
district court "took on the role of prosecutor when it determined on its own 
initiative that it had previously given [him] too much credit for time served." 
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(Appellant's Brief, p.8.) The second is that the court "did not follow the normal 
procedure." (Appellant's Brief, pp.8-9.) Both arguments lack merit. 
The amount of credit for time served to which a defendant is entitled is a 
question of law. State v. Vasquez, 142 Idaho 67, 68, 122 P.3d 1167, 1168 (Ct. 
App. 2005) (citing State v. Hale, 116 Idaho 763, 779 P.2d 438 (Ct. App. 1989)). 
As such, the state's "position" on the appropriate credit due to a defendant is 
ultimately irrelevant and the district court's obligation is to make the correct ruling 
either way. Thus, it could not possibly be unconstitutional for the district court, 
when faced with a request for credit for time served, to ignore the facts and 
refuse to correctly calculate the credit unless and until the prosecutor says 
otherwise. Nor is there any principle of due process that requires a court to 
censor the prosecutor (or defendant) at a motion hearing any time the prosecutor 
(or defendant) has failed to provide a written response in advance of the hearing. 
While it may be a "normal procedure," or at least "a" procedure, to have a 
motion, a response, and perhaps a reply filed before a hearing on that motion, 
due process does not mandate such a procedure. The only thing due process 
might require in that regard is notice and an opportunity to be heard; Moore was 
not deprived of either in this case. 
Although Moore cites cases that criticize judicial advocacy, none of the 
authority Moore relies on actually supports either of his arguments. (Appellant's 
Brief, pp.8-9.) Accordingly, this Court should decline to consider them. State v. 
Brown, 2013 WL 4766712 *11 (Ct. App. 2013) ("Brown has neither cited 
authority nor made any reasoned argument in support of this claim of error. 
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Therefore, it will not be considered on appeal."); State v. Zichko, 129 Idaho 259, 
263, 923 P.2d 966, 970 (1996) ("When issues on appeal are not supported by 
propositions of law, authority, or argument, they will not be considered."). Even 
when considered, the cases Moore cites actually demonstrate the absence of 
any impropriety in the district court's actions. 
In State v. Sandoval-Tena, 138 Idaho 908, 913, 71 P.3d 1055, 1059 
(2003), the defendant claimed "the district court committed error when it 
informed the prosecutor during a recess of the prosecutor's failure to elicit 
testimony from the lab technician as to the weight of the substances tested." In 
addressing this claim, our Supreme Court recited the following legal principles: 
The right to due process requires an impartial judge. A trial 
judge must avoid the appearance of advocacy or of partiality, but at 
the same time is not expected to sit mute and impassive, speaking 
only to rule on motions or objections. If a judge engages in 
prosecutorial acts, such acts may be violative of the defendant's 
constitutional rights. 
Sandoval-Tena, 138 Idaho at 913, 71 P.3d at 1060 (citations and quotations 
omitted). While Moore recites these same principles on appeal, quoting 
Sandoval-Tena, he fails to mention the Court's application of them. Exploring 
the foregoing principles in relation to the facts before it, the Court in Sandoval-
T ena stated: 
Idaho courts have not directly addressed the issue of 
whether a trial judge may make suggestions to the prosecutor 
outside the presence of the jury without compromising his or her 
impartiality as judge. However, those jurisdictions that have 
addressed the issue have found that such action is proper. 
[Numerous case citations omitted.] 
The trial judge's involvement in this case does not amount to 
error. Idaho Rule of Evidence 614(b) authorizes the district court to 
12 
question witnesses in front of the jury. The district court may do so 
for the purpose of "clarifying the evidence, controlling the orderly 
presentation of the evidence, confining counsel to evidentiary 
rulings, and preventing undue repetition of testimony." [State v.] 
Lankford, 116 Idaho [860,] 875, 781 P.2d [197,] 212 [(1989)] 
(quoting United States v. Allsup, 566 F.2d 68, 72 (9th Cir. 1977)). 
If the district court may directly perform such examination of a 
witness in front of the jury, by analogy it may certainly suggest a 
question to counsel in the interest of "clarifying the evidence," 
outside the presence of the jury. In this case the prosecution had 
failed to elicit information through oral testimony that was crucial to 
its case and obtainable through a simple question. This was 
evidence that was before the jury in a written report that had been 
admitted, and the prosecutor could, albeit incorrectly, easily fail to 
ask the question, assuming that the report had been properly 
admitted. While trial judges should certainly show restraint in 
coaching counsel during a trial, People v. Oepke, 218 III. App.3d 
235, 161 III. Dec. 63, 578 N.E.2d 190 (1991), bringing to light such 
an omission in the testimony furthered justice by clarifying the 
evidence and completing the record .... 
The trial judge did not evidence partiality or usurp the role of 
the prosecutor. He did not change the prosecution's strategy. The 
judge's comments were made outside of the jury's presence, giving 
no appearance of partiality to the jury. The difficulty addressed 
arose from the judge's ruling allowing the lab report into evidence 
with the weight of the methamphetamine shown. The judge did not 
show partiality by questioning his own ruling. 
Sandoval-Tena, 138 Idaho at 913-914, 71 P.3d at 1060-1061 (emphasis added). 
Moore has presented no argument explaining why the Court should not 
reach a similar conclusion in this case. Indeed, as previously noted, Moore fails 
to even cite the Court's analysis and resolution of Sandoval-Tena's claim. And, 
frankly, even without the benefit of Sandoval-Tena, this Court could easily 
conclude that the district court in this case was not "usurp[ing] the role of the 
prosecutor" by making an effort to accurately determine, in deciding Moore's 
motion for credit for time served, what credit was actually due - just as the Court 
of Appeals was not "usurp[ing] the role of the prosecutor" by noting in its opinion 
13 
the error in credit for time served, which undoubtedly spurred the prosecutor's 
motion to correct that error on remand. Moore I at 891 n.5, 231 P.3d at 536 n.5; 
(R., p.8, 9/10/2010 entry). 
Nor was the district court "usurp[ing] the role of the prosecutor" or violating 
due process by actually allowing the prosecutor to speak at the hearing; if 
anything, such action demonstrates the court was doing the opposite of playing 
the role of prosecutor. For these same reasons, the other cases Moore cites are 
equally unpersuasive, but one in particular is worth noting - Robinson v. United 
States, 513 A.2d 218 (D.C. 1986). (Appellant's Brief, p.9) 
In Robinson, the appellate court considered whether it was error for the 
trial court to inquire, after the conclusion of a cross-examination by the 
prosecutor that included questions about prior statements made by the witness 
during a guilty plea, whether the prosecutor was "impeaching the witness with a 
prior inconsistent statement or whether he was asking the witness to adopt the 
prior statement as the truth." 513 A.2d at 222. "After further discussion [the 
witness] resumed the stand, and the prosecutor asked him several more 
questions." !sL Reviewing the defendant's claim that this was improper, the 
appellate court agreed, finding the trial court went further than just trying to clarify 
the witness' testimony, but instead "suggested to the prosecutor a tactical course 
which he had not considered," which was improper, although harmless. & 
Aside from the obvious factual differences between this case and 
Robinson, Moore fails to note that our Supreme Court included Robinson in the 
"but see" category in Sandoval-Tena where it instead followed numerous other 
14 
courts that have found it "proper" for a trial judge to "make suggestions to the 
prosecutor outside the presence of the jury without compromising his or her 
impartiality as judge." Sandoval-Tena, 138 Idaho at 913-917, 71 P.3d at 1060-
1061. Robinson is therefore not only unpersuasive, it was effectively rejected by 
the Court in Sandoval-Tena. 
Moore has failed to show his claims, even if preserved, have any merit. 
CONCLUSION 
The state respectfully requests that this Court affirm the district court's 
order on Moore's motion for credit for time served and the Third Amendment 
Judgment entered thereon. 
DATED this 18th day of October 2013. 
, JdA M. LORELLO 
D Y Attorney General 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 18th day of October, 2013, I caused two 
true and correct copies of the foregoing BRIEF OF RESPONDENT to be placed 
in the United States mail, postage prepaid, addressed to: 
DEBORAH WHIPPLE 
Nevin, Benjamin, McKay & Bartlett 
303 W. Bannock 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
JML/pm 
JE/sSjCA M. LORELLO 
De'RJAy Attorney General 
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APPENDIX A 
Date: 3/22/2013 Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County User: CCTHIEBJ 
Time: 03:45 PM ROAReport 
Page 1 of 8 Case: CR-FE-2008-0000373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Defendant: Moore, Albert Ray 
State of Idaho vs. Albert Ray Moore 
Date Code User Judge 
3/20/2008 NEWC ME Case Created - Bind Over M0611756 Michael McLaughlin 
COMM ME Charge number 1: Committment and Papers Michael McLaughlin 
ME Charge number 1: Defendant Transferred In - Michael McLaughlin 
M0611756 D.01 
ME Charge number 1: Count Bound From - Michael McLaughlin 
M0611756 D.01 C.001 
ME Charge number 1: Bond Transferred From- Michael McLaughlin 
M0611756 0.01 C.001 
ME Charge number 2: Count Bound From - Michael McLaughlin 
M0611756 D.01 C.002 
ME Finger Print Card# Added Michael McLaughlin 
HRSC ME Event Scheduled - 0900 - 03/26/2008 Michael McLaughlin 
BVEX Charge number 1: Exoneration of Bond - Michael McLaughlin 
LG5-452925 - 03/20/2008 
312412008 INFO SM Information and Papers Filed Michael McLaughlin 
3/26/2008 ARRN KB Arraignment Michael McLaughlin 
CONT KB Continued For Plea Michael McLaughlin 
4/4/2008 PROS PRSMITTJ Prosecutor assigned Jan Bennetts Michael McLaughlin 
4/9/2008 DCAR CCBROWKM Hearing result for Arraignment held on Michael McLaughlin 
04/09/200809:00 AM: District Court 
Arraignment- Court Reporter: Hohenleitner 
Number of Pages: less than 50 
HRSC CCBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference Michael McLaughlin 
06/25/2008 10:00 AM) 
HRSC CCBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 07/14/200809:00 Michael McLaughlin 
AM) 
HRSC CCBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled Michael McLaughlin 
05/14/2008 11 :00 AM) 
4/1112008 SCHE CCBROWKM Scheduling Order Michael McLaughlin 
5/14/2008 HRVC CCBROWKM Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled held on Michael McLaughlin 
05/14/2008 11 :00 AM: Hearing Vacated 
5/1612008 MISC TCBUCKAD Brief in Support of Defend's Motion to Dismiss Michael McLaughlin 
5/23/2008 NOTC TCURQUAM Notice of Intent to Use IRE 404(b) & fCR 16 Michael McLaughlin 
6/2/2008 MISC TCBUCKAD State's Response to Defend's Motion to Dismiss Michael McLaughlin 
6/10/2008 HRSC CCBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled Michael McLaughlin 
06/12/200810:00 AM) 
6/1112008 RSDS TCURQUAM State/City Response to Discovery/Addendum Michael McLaughlin 
6/1212008 DCHH CCBROWKM Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled held on Michael McLaughlin 
06/12/2008 10:00 AM: District Court Hearing Hell 
Court Reporter: Hohenleitner 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 
CO NT CCBROWKM Continued (Pretrial Conference 07/09/2008 Michael McLaughlin 
10:00 AM) 000004 
Date: 3/22/2013 
Time: 03:45 PM 
Page 2 of 8 
Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROAReport 
Case: CR-FE-2008-0000373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Defendant: Moore, Albert Ray 
User: CCTHIEBJ 
State of Idaho vs. Albert Ray Moore 
Date Code User Judge 
6/30/2008 MISC TCBUCKAD State's Supplemental Memo in Response to Michael McLaughlin 
Defend's Motion to Dismiss 
7/9/2008 DCHH CCBROWKM Hearing result for Pretrial Conference held on Michael McLaughlin 
07/09/2008 10:00 AM: District Court Hearing Hell 
Court Reporter: Hohenleitner 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 
HRVe CCBROWKM Hearing result for Jury Trial held on 07/14/2008 Michael McLaughlin 
09:00 AM: Hearing Vacated 
HRSe CCBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 08/25/2008 09:00 Michael McLaughlin 
AM) 
HRSe CCBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference Michael McLaughlin 
08/13/2008 10:00 AM) 
MISC TeURQUAM Defend Supplemental Memo in Support of Motion Michael McLaughlin 
to Dismiss 
7/10/2008 SCHE CCBROWKM Scheduling Order Michael McLaughlin 
7/11/2008 ORDR DCJOHNSI Memorandum Decision and Order Denying Michael McLaughlin 
Motion to Dismiss 
7/18/2008 MOTN TCURQUAM Motion for Permission to Appeal from Michael McLaughlin 
Interlocutory order 
7/22/2008 HRSe ceBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled Michael McLaughlin 
08/06/200811 :00 AM) 
8/1/2008 MiSe TCURQUAM Objection to Motion for Permission to Appeal from Michael McLaughlin 
Interlocutory Order 
8/6/2008 DCHH CCBROWKM Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled held on Michael McLaughlin 
08/06/2008 11:00 AM: District Court Hearing Hell 
Court Reporter: Hohenleitner 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 
8/13/2008 DCHH CCBROWKM Hearing result for Pretrial Conference held on Michael McLaughlin 
08/13/200810:00 AM: District Court Hearing Heh 
Court Reporter: Jayleen Tillman 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 
HRVC CCBROWKM Hearing result for Jury Trial held on 08/25/2008 Michael McLaughlin 
09:00AM: Hearing Vacated 
HRSe CCBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 08/25/200808:30 Michael McLaughlin 
AM) 
MiSe CCBROWKM State's List of Potential Trial Witnesses Michael McLaughlin 
ORDR DCABBOSM Order Denying Defendant's Motion for permissive Michael McLaughlin 
Appeal 
8/18/2008 HRSe CCBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled Michael McLaughlin 
08/20/200810:00 AM) 
MOTN TCURQUAM Motion for Mental Eval Michael McLaughlin 
8/19/2008 AFFD TCBUCKAD Affidavit in Support of Motion for 18-211 Eval Michael McLaughlin 
000005 
Date: 3/22/2013 
Time: 03:45 PM 
Page 3 of 8 
Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROA Report 
Case: CR-FE-2008-0000373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Defendant: Moore, Albert Ray 
User: CCTHIEBJ 
State of Idaho vs. Albert Ray Moore 
Date Code User Judge 
8/20/2008 DCHH CCBROWKM Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled held on Michael McLaughlin 
08/20/200810:00 AM: District Court Hearing Hell 
Court Reporter: Hohenleitner 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 
HRVC CCBROWKM Hearing result for Jury Trial held on 08/25/2008 Michael McLaughlin 
08:30AM: Hearing Vacated 
HRSC CCBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled Michael McLaughlin 
09/10/2008 11 :00 AM) 
8/21/2008 ORDR CCBROWKM Order for 18-211 Mental Evaluation Access & Michael McLaughlin 
Funds 
INTP CCBROWKM Order to Pay from the Interlock Device Fund Michael McLaughlin 
8/25/2008 CO NT CCBROWKM Continued (Hearing Scheduled 09/26/2008 Michael McLaughlin 
09:00 AM) 
9/25/2008 ORDR CCBROWKM Order to Transport Michael McLaughlin 
9/26/2008 DCHH CCBROWKM Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled held on Michael McLaughlin 
09/26/200809:00 AM: District Court Hearing Hell 
Court Reporter: Hohenleitner 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 
HRSC CCBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 12/08/200809:00 Michael McLaughlin 
PM) 
HRSC CCBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference Michael McLaughlin 
11/19/2008 10:00 AM) 
SCHE CCBROWKM Scheduling Order - Amended Michael McLaughlin 
9/29/2008 ORDR CCBROWKM Order TO TRANSPORT Michael McLaughlin 
10/7/2008 RSDS TCURQUAM State/City Response to Discovery/Addendum Michael McLaughlin 
10/14/2008 TCHAWKKL Miscellaneous Payment: Copy Money Paid by: Michael McLaughlin 
Moore, Albert Ray Receipt number: 2205356 
Dated: 10/14/2008 Amount: $3.00 (Money order) 
RSDS TCURQUAM State/City Response to Discovery/3rd Addendum Michael McLaughlin 
10/21/2008 HRSC CCBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled Michael McLaughlin 
10/22/200810:00 AM) 
ORDR CCBROWKM Order to Transport Michael McLaughlin 
10/22/2008 DCHH CCBROWKM Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled held on Michael McLaughlin 
10/22/200810:00 AM: District Court Hearing Hel! 
Court Reporter: Hohenleitner 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 
11/10/2008 RSDD TCURQUAM Defendant's Response to Discovery Michael McLaughlin 
11/19/2008 DCHH CCBROWKM Hearing result for Pretrial Conference held on Michael McLaughlin 
11/19/2008 10:00 AM: District Court Hearing Hell 
Court Reporter: Hohenleitner 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 
11/20/2008 CONT CCBROWKM Continued (Jury Trial 12/08/200808:30 AM) Michael MCLB~856 
Date: 3/22/2013 
Time: 03:45 PM 
Page 4 of 8 
Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County 
ROAReport 
Case: CR-FE-2008-0000373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Defendant: Moore, Albert Ray 
User: CCTHIEBJ 
State of Idaho vs. Albert Ray Moore 
Date Code User Judge 
11/20/2008 HRSC CCBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference Michael McLaughlin 
12/01/200803:00 PM) 
ORDR CCBROWKM Order TO TRANSPORT 12/1/08 Michael McLaughlin 
11/24/2008 CO NT CCBROWKM Continued (Pretrial Conference 12/01/2008 Michael McLaughlin 
02:00 PM) 
12/112008 HRVC CCBROWKM Hearing result for Jury Trial held on 12/08/2008 Michael McLaughlin 
08:30AM: Hearing Vacated 
DCHH CCBROWKM . Hearing result for Pretrial Conference held on Michael McLaughlin 
12/01/200802:00 PM: District Court Hearing Heh 
Court Reporter: Hohenleitner 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 
HRSC CCBROWKM Hearing Scheduled (Sentencing 01/14/2009 Michael McLaughlin 
02:00 PM) 
PLEA CCBROWKM A Plea is entered for charge: - GT (118-8004(1 )(A) Michael McLaughlin 
{F} Driving Under The Influence) 
GPFM CCBROWKM Guilty plea form Michael McLaughlin 
ORDR CCBROWKM Order to Transport 12/31/08 Michael McLaughlin 
CONT CCBROWKM Continued (Sentencing 12/31/200810:00 AM) Michael McLaughlin 
12/31/2008 DCHH CCBROWKM Hearing result for Sentencing held on 12/31/2008 Michael McLaughlin 
10:00 AM: District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Hohenleitner 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 50 
FIGT CCBROWKM Finding of Guilty (I 18-8004( 1 )(A) {F} Driving Michael McLaughlin 
Under The Influence) 
JAIL CCBROWKM Sentenced to Jailor Detention (118-8004(1)(A) {F} Michael McLaughlin 
Driving Under The Influence) Confinement terms: 
Credited time: 848 days. Penitentiary 
determinate: 1 year. Penitentiary indeterminate: 5 
years. 
DSBC CCBROWKM Dismissed by the Court (118-8001 Driving Without Michael McLaughlin 
Privileges) 
STAT CCBROWKM STATUS CHANGED: closed pending clerk action Michael McLaughlin 
AMJD TCHOCA Amended Judgment Sentence modified on Michael McLaughlin 
1017/2010. (I 18-8004( 1 )(A) {F} Driving Under The 
Influence) 
JAIL TCHOCA Sentenced to Jailor Detention (I 18-8004(1)(A) {F} Michael McLaughlin 
Driving Under The Influence) Confinement terms: 
Credited time: 477 days. Penitentiary 
determinate: 1 year. Penitentiary indeterminate: 5 
years. 
JAIL DCABBOSM Sentenced to Jailor Detention (I 18-8004( 1 )(A) {F} Melissa Moody 
Driving Under The Influence) Confinement terms: 
Credited time: 407 days. Penitentiary 
determinate: 1 year. Penitentiary indeterminate: 5 
years. 
1/5/2009 JDMT DCABBOSM Judgment of Conviction Michael McLQ~7 
)ate: 3/22/2013 Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County User: CCTHIEBJ 
rime: 03:45 PM ROA Report 
::>age 5 of 8 Case: CR-FE-2008-0000373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Defendant: Moore, Albert Ray 
State of Idaho vs. Albert Ray Moore 
Date Code User Judge 
1/7/2009 APSC TCKELLHL Appealed To The Supreme Court Michael McLaughlin 
1/8/2009 ORDR CCBROWKM Order Appointing SAPD on Appeal Michael McLaughlin 
2/20/2009 NOTA CCTHIEBJ Amended Notice of Appeal Michael McLaughlin 
4/24/2009 STAT TCNELSRA STATUS CHANGED (batch process) 
4/16/2010 MISC CCTHIEBJ Opinion - Supreme Court Docket No. 36033 Michael McLaughlin 
5/6/2010 MDIS TCPETEJS Motion To Dismiss Michael McLaughlin 
MOTN TCPETEJS Motion for Release From Custody Michael McLaughlin 
5/11/2010 HRSC TCHOCA Hearing Scheduled (Status 05/19/201001:00 Michael McLaughlin 
PM) 
STAT TCHOCA STATUS CHANGED: Closed pending clerk Michael McLaughlin 
action 
5/13/2010 NOTC DCJOHNSI Notice of Status Conf Michael McLaughlin 
5/17/2010 MOTN TCRAMISA Motion for Dismissal Arguments Michael McLaughlin 
5/19/2010 DCHH TCHOCA Hearing result for Status held on 05/19/2010 Michael McLaughlin 
01:00 PM: District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Jeanne Hirmer 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: 50 
HRSC TCHOCA Hearing Scheduled (Status 06/09/2010 11 :00 Michael McLaughlin 
AM) 
STAT TCHOCA STATUS CHANGED: Closed pending clerk Michael McLaughlin 
action 
5/20/2010 STAT CCTOMPMA STATUS CHANGED (batch process) 
5/26/2010 MOTN TCPETEJS Motion of Recusal Michael McLaughlin 
5/28/2010 MINE TCHOCA Letters copied to AC/PD Michael McLaughlin 
6/8/2010 ORDR TCHOCA Order for Transport for 6/09/10 Michael McLaughlin 
NOAP TCRAMISA Notice Of Appearance/Davis Michael McLaughlin 
6/9/2010 DCHH TCHOCA Hearing result for Status held on 06/09/2010 Michael McLaughlin 
11:00AM: District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Kasey Redlich 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: 50 
ORDR TCHOCA Amended Judgment as of Today/Impose original Michael McLaughlin 
Sentence 1 yr+4yr = 5yrs 
6/11/2010 JDMT DCABBOSM Amended Judgment of Conviction Michael McLaughlin 
6/11/2010 STAT CCTOMPMA STATUS CHANGED (batch process) 
6/25/2010 REMT CCTHIEBJ Remittitur-Remanded Supreme Court Docket No. Michael McLaughlin 
36033 
8/11/2010 MOTN TCBELLHL Motion for Documents or Petition Michael McLaughlin 
8/25/2010 PROS PRHEBELE Prosecutor assigned R. Scott Bandy Michael McLaughlin 
9/10/2010 MISC TCRAMISA State's Motion to Correct Judgment of Conviction Michaei McLaughlin 
and to Clarify Credit for Time Served 
000008 
Date: 3/22/2013 Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County User: CCTHIEBJ 
Time: 03:45 PM ROAReport 
Pqge 6 of 8 Case: CR-FE-2008-0000373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Defendant: Moore, Albert Ray 
State of Idaho vs. Albert Ray Moore 
Date Code User Judge 
9/20/2010 HRSC TCHOCA Hearing Scheduled (Motion 10/07/201001:00 Michael McLaughlin 
PM) To Correct Judgment 
STAT TCHOCA STATUS CHANGED: Closed pending clerk Michael McLaughlin 
action 
9/21/2010 OR DR TCHOCA Order Transport for 10/07/10 Michael McLaughlin 
10/7/2010 DCHH TCHOCA Hearing result for Motion held on 10/07/2010 Michael McLaughlin 
01:00 PM: District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Susan Gambee 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: To Correct JudgmenV50 
MOTN TCHOCA Motion Granted Michael McLaughlin 
10/14/2010 JDMT DCABBOSM Second Amended Judgment of Conviction Michael McLaughlin 
10/14/2010 STAT CCTOMPMA STATUS CHANGED (batch process) 
11/8/2010 MOTN TCBELLHL Motion for Correction or Reduction of Sentence, Michael McLaughlin 
ICR 35 
MOTN TCBELLHL Motion for Hearing Michael McLaughlin 
MOTN TCBELLHL Motion and Affidavit for Permission to Proceed on Michael McLaughlin 
Partial Payment of Court Fees (Prisoner) 
11/15/2010 DEOP DCABBOSM Memorandum Decision Re: Rule 35 Michael McLaughlin 
11/17/2010 MOTN TCBROXLV Motion and Affidavit to Appoint State Appellate Michael McLaughlin 
PD 
APSC TCBROXLV Appealed To The Supreme Court Michael McLaughlin 
11/19/2010 APSC TCBROXLV Appealed To The Supreme Court Michael McLaughlin 
MOAF CCLUNDMJ Motion & Affidavit For Permission To Proceed On Michael McLaughlin 
Partial Payment Of Court Fees 
MOAF CCTHIEBJ Motion & Affidavit In Support For Appointment Of Michael McLaughlin 
Counsel 
ORDR CCTHIEBJ Order Appointing State Appellate Public Defender Michael McLaughlin 
On Direct Appeal 
1/21/2011 OBJE CCTHIEBJ Objection To The Record Michael McLaughlin 
2/1/2011 ORDR TCHOCA Order to Include Transcript and Letters on the Michael McLaughlin 
Record on Appeal 
2/4/2011 NOTC CCTHIEBJ Notice Of Transcript Lodged - Supreme Court Michael McLaughlin 
Docket No. 38285 
4/25/2011 MISC TCBROXLV Filing by Defendant Michael McLaughlin 
4/27/2011 MOTN TCFARANM Motion: Reinstate Bond or Release on Own Michael McLaughlin 
Recognance 
5/23/2011 NOTC CCTHIEBJ Notice Of Transcript Lodged - Supreme Court Michael McLaughlin 
Docket No. 38285 
11/17/2011 NOCA TCOLSOMC Notice Of Change Of Address Michael McLaughlin 
12/23/2011 OPIN CCLUNDMJ Opinion (Affirmed) -- Supreme Ct. Docket #38285 Michael McLaughlin 
2/28/2012 REMT CCLUNDMJ Remittitur (Affirmed) -- Supreme Ct. #38285 Michael McLaughlin 
4/23/2012 MISC TCTONGES ICR 35 (a) Illegal Sentence Michael MCL5~HB9 
Date: 3/22/2013 Fourth Judicial District Court· Ada County User: CCTHIEBJ 
Time: 03:45 PM ROAReport 
Page 7 of 8 Case: CR-FE-2008-0000373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Defendant: Moore, Albert Ray 
State of Idaho vs. Albert Ray Moore 
Date Code User Judge 
4/25/2012 OR DR TCHOCA Order Denying Defendants I.C.R. 35 Illegal Michael McLaughlin 
Sentence 
5/3/2012 APSC TCTONGES Appealed To The Supreme Court Michael McLaughlin 
MOTN TCTONGES Motion and Affidavit for Permission to Proceed on Michael McLaughlin 
Partial Payment of Court Fees (Prisoner) 
5/7/2012 MOTN TCTONGES Motion to Compel Michael McLaughlin 
5/8/2012 ORDR TCHOCA Order Re: Partial Payment of Court Fees Michael McLaughlin 
5/14/2012 MISC TCBROWJM Disqualification or Renewal of Disqualification Michael McLaughlin 
5/18/2012 MISC TCHOCA Disqualification or Renewal of Disqualification Michael McLaughlin 
Reviewed/No Action Taken 
7/6/2012 MOTN TCBROWJM Motion for Interrogatories Michael McLaughlin 
7/17/2012 MEMO TCHOCA Memorandum and Order Concerning Motion for Michael McLaughlin 
Interrogatories 
7/19/2012 MOTN TCBROWJM Motion to Compel Judgment Michael McLaughlin 
7/24/2012 MEMO TCHOCA Memorandum and Order Concerning Motion to Michael McLaughlin 
Compel Judgment/Denied 
10/1/2012 MOTN TCTONGES Motion for Credit for Time Served Michael McLaughlin 
AFFD TCTONGES Affidavit of Defendant Michael McLaughlin 
10/16/2012 ORDR DCABBOSM Order Concerning Moiton for Credit for Time Michael McLaughlin 
Served 
10/24/2012 MISC TCTONGES Rule 35(c) Credit for Time Served Michael McLaughlin 
11/15/2012 HRSC TCHOCA Hearing Scheduled (Motion 01/11/201311:00 Michael McLaughlin 
AM) To Correct Illegal Sentence 
STAT TCHOCA STATUS CHANGED: Reopened Michael McLaughlin 
11/16/2012 ORDR DCABBOSM Order Setting Defenda~nt's Motion to Correct an Michael McLaughlin 
Illegal Sentence for Hearing (Credit for Time 
Served 
11/29/2012 MOTN TCTONGES Motion for Credit for Time Served Michael McLaughlin 
AFFD TCTONGES Affidavit of Defendant Michael McLaughlin 
12/11/2012 CHGA TCHOCA Judge Change: Administrative Melissa Moody 
12/13/2012 MOTN TCTONGES Motion for Credit for Time Served Melissa Moody 
12/24/2012 MISC CCTHIEBJ Opinion - Supreme Court Docket No. 39914 Melissa Moody 
1/3/2013 ORDR TCHOCA Order Tranport for 1/11/13 Melissa Moody 
1/10/2013 CONT TCHOCA Continued (Motion 01/11/201302:00 PM) To Melissa Moody 
Correct Illegal Sentence 
1/1112013 DCHH TCHOCA Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Melissa Moody 
01/11/201302:00 PM: District Court Hearing Heh 
Court Reporter: Mia Martorelli 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: To Correct Illegal Sentencel 50 
1/16/2013 OR DR DCABBOSM Order Correcting liiegai Sentence re: correcting Meiissa Moody 
credit for time served 
JDMT DCABBOSM Third Amended Judgment of Conviction Melissa Moc00001 0 
Date: 3/22/2013 Fourth Judicial District Court - Ada County User: CCTHIEBJ 
Time: 03:45 PM ROAReport 
Page 8 of 8 Case: CR-FE-2008-0000373 Current Judge: Melissa Moody 
Defendant: Moore, Albert Ray 
State of Idaho vs. Albert Ray Moore 
Date Code User Judge 
1/18/2013 MOTN TCCHRIKE Informative Motion Melissa Moody 
1/24/2013 MOAF TCCHRIKE Motion & Affidavit for Permission to Proceed on Melissa Moody 
Partial Payment of Court Fees (Prisoner) 
MOAF TCCHRIKE Motion & Affidavit in Support for Appointment of Melissa Moody 
Counsel 
NOTA TCCHRIKE NOTICE OF APPEAL Melissa Moody 
APSC TCWEGEKE Appealed To The Supreme Court Melissa Moody 
1/28/2013 MOTN TCTONGES Motion for Evidence Hearing to be Added to Melissa Moody 
Concurrent Sentencing 
MISC TCCHRIKE Credit for Time Served on Con Current Melissa Moody 
Sentencing 
2/6/2013 MISC TCTONGES S 93 Recognition of Sister State Judgment, Melissa Moody 
Restatement (second) of Conflict of Laws Time 
Served 
2/11/2013 MOTN TCCHRIKE Motion for Hearing full Faith & Credit Contract Melissa Moody 
Clause Ex Post Faito Clause 
2/12/2013 ORDR TCHOCA Order Granting Motion for Appoinment of Counsel Melissa Moody 
ORDR TCHOCA Order Re: Partial Payment of Court Fees Melissa Moody 
2/14/2013 MISC TCTONGES Credit for Time Served on Concurrent Sentencing Melissa Moody 
2/15/2013 ORDR DCJOHNSI Order Appointing SAPD Melissa Moody 
2/19/2013 MISC TCTONGES Evidence to Be Entered Melissa Moody 
2/22/2013 MOTN TCCHRIKE Motion for Hearing to Rule on Issues 35a Melissa Moody 
3/1/2013 MOTN TCTONGES Motion for Hearing Melissa Moody 
3/7/2013 OR DR DCABBOSM Order Denying Defendant's February ii, 2013 Melissa Moody 
Motion 
ORDR DCABBOSM Order Denying Defendant's February 22, 2013 Melissa Moody 
Motion 
ORDR DCABBOSM Order Dismissing Defendant's March 1. 2013 Melissa Moody 
Motion 
MOTN TCTONGES Motion for Hearing on the Issues Prescribed in Melissa Moody 
earler Motions 
3/11/2013 MISC TCTONGES Credit for Time Served Illegally Denied Melissa Moody 
3/13/2013 NOTA TCCHRIKE NOTICE OF APPEAL Melissa Moody 
APSC TCCHRIKE Appealed To The Supreme Court Melissa Moody 
3115/2013 REMT CCTHIEBJ Remittitur-Affirmed Supreme Court Docket No. Melissa Moody 
39914 
3/22/2013 MISC TCTONGES Time Served in Concurrent Case Melissa Moody 
ORDR DCABBOSM Order Denying Motion for Appointment of Melissa Moody 
Counsel 
000011 
